If, during the course of heady conversation and drinking, friends used cajolery to encourage [Hayali] to obtain a high state office and appraise him as having precedence over his peers, he would say, "If it's a worldly post [that you mean], the sound of its drum is a blinding headache, and command of it is a shackle on the feet."1 Aşık Çelebi, Meşaʿirü'ş-Şuʿara, Hayali-i Maʿruf ∵ Aşık Çelebi's words, cited in Stations of the Poets' Pilgrimage, reflect the famous sixteenth-century poet Hayali's (d. 1557) impression of revenue grants. For Hayali, grants were a shackle on the feet and the drum symbolizing the glory of the post was a blinding headache. The image of the ferocious sipahi (cavalryman) as depicted in Italian chronicles of the fifteenth century exercising his duty with the berat (warrant or appointment deed) of the sultan and the revenue grant in his pocket is a popular one. Why, then, would Hayali consider as a burden holding the prestigious official position of sancakbeyi (the highest administrator of a subprovince) in the Ottoman timar system? Indeed, some Ottoman primary documents concerning the payment of cash loans by the state to Ottoman timariots during the military campaigns, which have been neglected by historians so far, may provide us with insight into this question. This paper has four main sections. The first is a brief review of our current knowledge of the Ottoman timar system, considering particularly its military features and its place in Ottoman state finance. The second explores the issue of cash loans made by the Ottoman state to timariots, drawing on evidence from chronicles, imperial decrees, records from mühimme defteri (registers of important affairs), and judicial court records. The third, inspired by John Law's actor-network theory (ANT), regards the Ottoman timar as a complex system of human and nonhuman heterogeneous actor networks. The last section analyzes the process of the generation of Ottoman timariots' disposable income in the context of heterogeneous networks as an attempt to explain possible factors necessitating the cash loans evidenced in section two. It is argued that the granting of loans reflects an attempt to regulate the cash flow of timariots' characteristic institution of the empire's classical era; the device that united the military, the political, the economic and the social system; that made the empire successful, organized its resources, brought its people together, insured its prosperity, and created its identity."3 Although previous interest produced substantial scholarship on the subject, Darling rightly notes that interest has faded, in spite of numerous questions that remain unanswered. 4 Considering the scope and content of this paper, "timar" may be defined as a military-administrative system in which the sultan granted the tax revenues of state-owned land to timariots in return for fulfilling certain military obligations. Ottomans themselves were more inclined to emphasize its military features. Earlier studies of the Ottoman timar system sought its roots in the older empires, especially the Seljukid and Byzantine, mainly because of the resemblances between Ottoman timar, the iqta5 of the Seljukids, and the pronoia of the Byzantines.6 Inalcık argued that the timar system was a common culture contributed to by ancient Persians, Byzantines, Western Europeans, the Islamic states, and Turco-Mongol states; it was apparently not unique to Ottomans.7 Their own practices developed under the influence of both preOttoman Turco-Islamic practices and the Byzantines.
It is possible to trace similarities between military-administrative systems not only across time in a particular geographical area but also across space during a given period. Similarities across space, in the vast geographical areas spanning from Western Europe to Far-East Asia, may be considered inevitable, given the production and transportation technologies available during the same period. In eastern Europe, for example, Muscovy's military apparatus consisted of a cavalry of provincial landholders who possessed landed estates (pomest'ia) apportioned to them by the grand prince. The pomest'e system, organized initially during the late fifteenth century, was a conditional form of land rightly represents an implicit criticism of scholars in the field who suddenly put an end to institutional history studies and, without apology, developed a new tendency towards and interest in cultural-history studies. 5 For more on the iqta, see O. Turan, "İkta." Islam Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul: Milli Eğitim Bakanlığı, 1993) : 949-59. 6 While some scholars, such as Köprülü, Üçok, Cin and Akyılmaz, Barkan, and Aktan empha- size the Seljuk antecedents of timar, others, such as Deny, Cahen, Vryonis, and Imber, suggest that the Ottoman timar was an adaptation of the Byzantine pronoia. 7 H. Inalcık, "Tımar." EI2 (Leiden: Brill, 2000): 502. tenure in which the holders of pomest'a (pomeshchiki) were expected to appear fully armed with horses and provisions when summoned to a campaign.8
In a similar approach, basing their claims on resemblances and differences between the timar and Western European feudalism, Ottoman historians began in the 1960s a hot debate on the question of Ottoman feudalism.9 Although several studies on the question expanded our understanding of timar as a socio-economic system, in the end, no consensus could be reached. This is not surprising, though, as feudalism was itself an abstraction constructed in the seventeenth century, mainly by legal scholars.10 However skeptical one may have been about the use of the term and however aware of the difficulties associated with defining the term, it remained a key concept for the study of the Middle Ages.11 Historians also compared societies in their search for similar 8 The Muscovite pomest'ia system is chosen as an example particularly because of its fiscal and military similarities to the Ottoman timar system during roughly the period under consideration. For more on the pomest'e system, see J. Some scholars, including Barkan and Cin and Akyılmaz, claimed that Ottoman society could not be regarded as feudal because the actual ownership (rakaba) of the land was vested in the Ottoman state, and the timariot did not have jurisdictional rights. Marxist historians, including Divitçioğlu and Berktay, suggested, on the other hand, that Ottoman society had feudal characteristics; they positioned their analyses in the framework of either the feudal mode of production or Marx's Asiatic mode of production. Inalcık, however, offered the model of a "çift-hane system" as an alternative to the Marxist conception of "mode of production," in which the çift-hane represents the most basic unit of production, consisting of a family (hane), a pair of oxen (çift), and a piece of land (çiftlik "feudal" societies elsewhere.12 Discussions of Western or Ottoman feudalism or a comparative analysis of feudal societies elsewhere with timar system are not, however, within the scope of this paper, which is instead an attempt to understand the institution of the Ottoman timar and the relationships established within this system rather than questioning whether it was feudal or not, with occasional references made to similar military practices, if deemed necessary. 13 Inalcık defines "timar," a word of Persian origin meaning literally "care, attention," as nonhereditary prebends used to sustain a cavalry and a militaryadministrative hierarchy in the core provinces of the Ottoman Empire and gives the Turkish equivalent of the term as dirlik, meaning "livelihood" or "means of support."14 In the timar system, the sultan granted tax revenues of a tract of state-owned (miri) land to members of the military class (askeri) in return for military and administrative services. Such grants of tax revenues15 were called timar, zeamet, or hass, depending on the amount of revenue they generated, timar being the smallest, granted to the common cavalryman. However, all grants, regardless of their size, were referred to generally in Ottoman documents as either timar or dirlik. The grantees were therefore referred to as dirlik owners, whether single cavalrymen, regimental commanders (alaybeyi), or provincial governors (beylerbeyi). The sultan was also a dirlik owner, of crown lands (padişah hassı). 16 The main difference between timar holders (timariots) and zeamet or hass holders was that the rights to zeamet and hass grants was limited to the period of the owners' service. For example, the rights to the hass grants of any dismissed grand vizier were to be transferred to his replacement. The rights of the timar-holding sipahi on the other hand were hereditary and could be passed from father to son under specified conditions, and the heir could not be dispossessed unless he violated the law.17
The tax income of the empire was divided into three in terms of the recipients: the sultan, the remaining dirlik owners (high state officials, zeamet owners, and timariots), and the evkaf (pious foundations, sing. vakf ). Drawing his findings from the budget of the fiscal year 1527-28, Barkan showed that 49.8% of the total tax revenue of the empire was generated from the lands of dirlik owners, 39.9% from crown lands (the main source of income of the central treasury), and 10.3% from pious foundations.18 The tax income generated from vakf lands was spent for religious, health, educational, and other sorts of public service.19
The dirlik owners were obligated to join military campaigns in return for grants of tax revenue. They were also supposed to supply auxiliary men (cebelü)-using the income generated from their tax allocations-depending on the size of their dirliks.20 Most of the Ottoman army in the provinces during the classical period consisted of timariots.21 Research so far on Ottoman institutional history reiterates the argument that the timariots forming the cavalry did not need financial support from the state; rather, it was the salaried standing army that needed cash from central treasury, at least until the late seventeenth century, when dissolution of the system became apparent.
However, several documents-such as imperial decrees ( ferman) and regulations regarding the repayment of cash loans made to the timariots during military campaigns which were conducted at various times and placeschallenge this assertion, as discussed in the next section.
17 H. Inalcık and D. Quataert, eds. 1994 . An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire: 115. 18 The income generated from Egypt is not included in these numbers, but, if it is included in the total revenue of the empire, the income generated from crown lands increases to 51% and that from dirlik owners decreases to 37%. Ö.L. During the conquest of Egypt, besides the sultan's compensation in cash (bahşiş-i ʿamm-ı padişahi), loans were made by the Imperial Treasury23 to Rumelian timariots who could not benefit from their own sources of income (dirliks), because their dirliks were far away and the routes of the campaign were long. Rumelian judges were entrusted with the task of organizing the repayment of loans-sometimes large-previously made to timariots. Imperial decrees ( ferman) were issued on how the loans should be repaid and sent to the mentioned judges. It was ordered that the agents of dirlik owners should collect the tax payments on behalf of the timariots and that one judge from each subprovince should deliver the collected amount immediately to the Palace in Istanbul.
The first question that arises is whether or not this practice implemented in 1517, when the timar as an institution was regarded as functional and efficient in maintaining an army, was exceptional: the recurring practice of making loans in the succeeding periods is evidence that it was not exceptional. In a record24 from the mühimme register dated 1569, the vizier, Mustafa Pasha, is ordered to make disbursements from the Aleppo treasury amounting to 100,000 flori as loans to timariots participating in the Yemen campaign and to see that each payment be properly recorded, including the amount, the name of the timar holder, and his village. Similar cases appear in other Ottoman mühimme registers. In another record,25 from a mühimme register dated 1578 and addressed to Tırhala Beyi, he is ordered to disburse loans amounting to 45,000 kuruş to alaybegs, zeamet holders, and timariots who were participating in the eastern and the Şirvan campaigns and to take the utmost care in recording those payments in a register. It is further ordered that he should ensure that, if the timar grants were expropriated and transferred to someone else, they should be transferred together with their associated liabilities.
For example, imperial decrees26 were issued in 1639 to regulate the settlement of the loans made by the internal treasury to zaims (zeamet holders), and timariots during the army's return from the Baghdad campaign. The addressees of these decrees were the Rumeli beylerbeyi (governor of province), the sancakbeys (governor of sub-province) of İşkodra, Vulçitrin, Vidin, Selanik, Alacahisar, Dukakin, Prezrin, Üsküp, Elvine, Vize, Kırkkilise, Niğbolu and the judges in these sancaks. In other words, it included almost all of the officials in Rumeli Beylerbeyliği (province), depicting vividly the financial difficulties faced by the Rumelian timariots. It was ordered that the sum of the loans previously made by the internal treasury to zeamet and timar holders on their üzerlerine ne mikdar altun virildüğin kaydeyleyesin. H.B. Yıldırım et al., eds. 7 Numaralı Mühimme Defteri (975-976/1567 -1569 return from the Baghdad campaign be collected, placed in sealed sacks, and transported to Istanbul to be submitted to the internal treasury.27 Having established that loans were made to timariots poses another significant question-whether this practice was limited to the timariots of Rumelia. Apart from the decree of 1569 mentioned above, in which the origins of the timariots were not specified, the remaining examples used so far refer to Rumelian timariots participating in campaigns on the empire's far eastern front. However, there is one other record, dated January 1684, that provides explicit evidence of loans made to Anatolian timariots (from the provinces of Anatolia, Sivas, Karaman, Adana, and Maraş). The evidence consists of a letter written by the kethüda (administrator) of the internal treasury to Sultan Mehmed IV, requesting disbursement from that treasury of 250,000 kuruş and the sultan's written consent for that payment.28
Although Tabakoğlu notes loans to timariots unable to collect taxes before campaigns, he concludes that it was a rare and unusual practice until late seventeenth century.29 Documents dated 1517, 1569, 1578, 1639, and 1684 evidencing cash loans to Ottoman timariots during campaigns prove otherwise. It thus seems that state loans were frequently made even before the late seventeenth century. Even more striking, the decree dated 1569 in particular mentions the granting of these loans as appropriate according to law and custom (olugelen adet ve kanun üzere), which further supports the idea that it was not an unusual practice.
Are these documents sufficient to show that making cash loans to timariots on military campaigns was a usual practice? Can we find additional supporting evidence? Should we dismiss the documents, which date from the early sixteenth century to the late seventeenth century, even if they suggest a customary practice? Scholars may have neglected this practice because there was no series of registers of the disbursement and settlement of such loans. Unfortunately, it seems that the record-keeping system of the internal treasury was not as complex and sophisticated as that of the central treasury, thus making it more difficult to trace the transfers from the internal to the central treasury in detail, at least for the loans made to timariots.30 We do not yet have a full grasp of the procedures followed and the record-keeping practices of transactions of the internal treasury. Therefore, the scarcity of documents should not be deemed as insignificant. We may find only scattered information, especially on the issue of making cash loans to timariots. This is the main reason that several other primary documents-such as chronicles, important affair registers, judicial court records, and imperial decrees, rather than internal and central treasury registers-have been used as evidence in this paper. Instead of dismissing a number of documents evidencing cash loans to timariots, this paper attempts to explain the possible reasons behind such a necessity.
Scholars have so far relied mostly upon law codes (kanunname), survey registers (tahrir), and timar daybook-registers (ruznamçe defterleri) in their explorations of the Ottoman timar system. Such sources provide valuable insights into the theoretical design of this system. Although we know the amount of taxes granted to timariots in detail, we do not know whether they were collected in full. We do not know when the timariot could collect in full the tax in kind and store it in his warehouse or when he could take the grain to the nearest bazaar (akreb bazar) and actually convert tax in kind to cash for his disposable income. Moreover, we know nothing about the terms of his sale agreements with various buyers in the market. To this long list of lacunae we can add our ignorance as to whether the timariots could actually manage the effective collection of taxes in their absence during military campaigns. Despite our poor knowledge of such matters, there is no evidence of recurrent complaints that would lead one to question the adequacy of timar allocations, 30 In some of the primary sources, it is stated that the loans are made by the Hızane-i Amire (central treasury), while in others loans are made by the İç Hazine-i Amire (internal treasury). In still others, loans are made by the provincial treasuries (e.g., Aleppo). Usually, however, loans were made by the internal treasury, because the primary function of that treasury was to supplement the central treasury when necessary. even processes and events, are formed from heterogeneous networks." Law's metaphor of heterogeneous networks, which lies at the heart of ANT, is a way of suggesting that society, organizations, agents, and machines are all effects generated in a patterned network of diverse (both human and nonhuman) materials.34 In this theory, materials, technology, and communication systems are also considered actor networks; this is what mainly differentiates it from the theory of social network analysis.35 He further argues that "orders" (in its plural), be it a social order, an organization or a system, survive as long as they overcome resistance in these networks because any effort of ordering encounters its limits and struggles to overcome or accept those limits and thus liable to breakdown.36 His notion of heterogeneous networks is also applicable to the Ottoman timar system for a systematic analysis of the generation of the timariot's disposable income, because his theory considers not only several human networks established within the system but also the technology (production and communication) of the period as a constraint. Any flaw in actor networks remained as a threat to the well-functioning of the timar as a system.37 The key issue is to identify these actor networks.
Human Networks
The timar system served, above all, to define relations based on tax payments. The most fundamental network in this system was established between the state, the dirlik owner, and the tax-paying subjects (reaya). Although reaya denotes all tax-paying subjects, both the peasants as cultivators and urban producers, most of the reaya living on lands allocated to the timariots were peasants. The terms "peasant" and reaya are used interchangeably in this paper. 37 Although the timar system as a whole included all the tax revenues granted to military members and even the sultan himself, this paper focuses only on the grant revenues of timariots. One of the reasons for this choice is their numerical predominance, but even more important is the fact that, because hass and zeamets were usually granted to high state officials, their income included not only the öşr tax, an agricultural tax collected in kind, but also some taxes collected in cash, such as the ihtisab or bac (market tax), and the gümrük (customs tax). The income of timariots was thus the lowest in absolute terms and the most vulnerable to resistances incurred during its collection. As stated previously, although the dirlik owner denotes every military class member possessing a tax revenue grant, including the sultan himself, the term refers in this article mainly to common timariots, unless otherwise specified. In this complex relation based on tax, the state, the peasant and the dirlik owner were simultaneously exercising different rights to land. The title (rakaba) of land in this system belonged to the state, while the right to the usufruct (tasarruf )-that is, the cultivation and exploitation of land-belonged to the peasant who had, in return, an obligation to pay a portion of his income as tax to the dirlik owner. The dirlik owner, on the other hand, was entitled to tax revenues generated from the land cultivated by the peasant in return for administrative and military services. The income of the dirlik owner was derived only from the taxes explicitly defined in his berat, and the relationship between the timariot and the dirlik owner was clearly defined in the edicts of justice (adaletname).
One such edict, dated 1648, shows the obligations of both parties, reflecting the theoretical model of the timar system.38 The edict states that the reaya should recognize his timariot as his master (ulu'l emr), a representative of the state, and show him respect and honor (ulu'l-emr bilüb, izzet ve hürmet itmekde). The reaya was expected to refrain from behaving obstinately or opposing his master (sözlerine inad ve muhalefet idüb). The reaya would pay the tithe (öşr) and other taxes in full and on time, without excuse. Any contrary act would be considered disobedience (ihtilaf ) or rebellion (ihtilal). The reaya was also obligated to build a granary for his timariot to store the tithe, to transport the tithe to the nearest market (akreb bazar), and to place it wherever the dirlik owner demanded.
The timariot would, in return, provide protection to the reaya; this was his foremost obligation.39 The timariot thus acted as the representative of the state, and his rights and obligations were clearly specified in the berats issued by the sultan.40 The timariot did not have jurisdiction over the reaya:41 it was only the kadıs (judges) who had the right to adjudicate. In case of dispute, both the timariot and the reaya had the right to appeal to the judiciary court to The legal owner of a right-defined in the warrants-could legally delegate his authority to one or more agents, a practice widespread in the Ottoman Empire. In such cases, the dirlik owner, as the legal owner of tax-collection rights, issued a letter to his delegate: the reaya would recognize the delegate's authority only upon the issuance of such a letter, and the relation between agent and peasant was one of the human networks in the system.
If the dirlik owner ran out of cash during a campaign, he usually appointed someone to deliver the already collected tax revenues in cash to one of the halting places on the army's campaign route. These agents were called harçlıkçı. 43 The network of relations formed between the dirlik owner and the harçlıkçı was another human network in the timar system. Usually, dirlik owners from the same or nearby locations would appoint a common agent, making the system more affordable. During a long-distance military campaign, delivering cash might be dangerous. The success of the delivery depended on many factors, such as the nature of the tax to be collected, the timing of the tax collection, and even the trustworthiness of the harçlıkçı. delegated harçlıkçı of these fifteen timariots, took to court the subaşı Hüdavirdi bin Ali, who was the appointed tax collector of the timariots. The harçlıkçı, as the plaintiff, declared that the subaşı paid him only ten guruş, although he had requested 15 guruş, and he demanded the remaining five guruş. However, the defendant, subaşı Hüdavirdi bin Ali, rejected the claim, stating that he had already paid ten guruş to the harçlıkçı, adding that he made the payment from his own pocket, because the taxes had not yet been collected and he was financially unable to pay the balance. In this case, the tax collector clearly had to provide the stipulated tax amount before his collection was completed. The financial needs of the campaigning timariot are thus clearly indicated, alongside the risks taken by tax collectors. The timariots usually sold the grain collected as tax in kind to the bakers (habbaz) in the nearest city or town. The relation between timariots and bakers (established in the process of converting tax in kind into cash as the timariot's disposable income) represents another human network in the system. Although we have little empirical information regarding the terms of the sales agreement between them, we can assume that these contracts were usually made on the basis of credit in a non-monetized economy.
The following example illustrates the difficulty faced in this process by the descendants of owners of timars and zeamets. In a case of inheritance dating to 1750, a woman named Ayşe claims her inheritance from the income of her deceased husband, a certain Ivaz Kethüda. Apparently, Ivaz Kethüda, a timariot, before his death made a tax-farming contract (iltizam) with two men collectively, Hasan Kethüda and El-Hac Mehmed.45 These two tax farmers sold on credit to people from the neighborhood and the city the grain they collected as tax in kind, but Ivaz Kethüda died before the actual date of payment. His wife Ayşe came into dispute with them when she requested her share from the tax farmers. The previous case makes it apparent that the relation between the timariot and the buyer on credit (zimem-i nas) is yet another actor network in the system. Deferred revenue of the timariot represents a flaw in the collection process of disposable income of the timariot and thus a threat to the wellfunctioning of the timar system. It seems that the tax collected in kind was not easily and quickly converted into cash. Although we do not know the terms of the original contract, the date of this record, 11 October, shows that the disposable income of the timariot had not yet been generated in full by mid-October. Figure 1 illustrates several human networks in the timar system. Any flaw in any one of the actor networks subjects the system to the risk of dissolution. Indeed, court cases showing disputes within these actor networks are but a reflection of resistances to the system as a whole. The nonhuman networks are additional resistances to the system, as laid out in the next section.
3.2
Nonhuman Networks Technology constitutes the nonhuman network in this system. Transportation technology based on human and animal power made it harder to reach the final destination of the military campaign (the battlefield) and required additional financial support. In other words, the distance of the battlefield from the dirlik was one of the main determinants of the system's success.
baʿzı kimesnelere nüsheten kıymet-i malume ile bey ve teslim, anlar dahi baʿde'l-şıra ve'lkabul ale'l-esami ala haddihi defter olunub, her birileri ecel-i müsemma tamamında tahsil ve kabza mütekarrib iken kabl-i hulu'l-u'l-ecl şerik-i mezbur İvaz Kethüda fevt olub, mahsul-i mezbur kıymetinden zimem-i nasda olan sülüs hisse-i muayyenesini ber muceb-i defter-i müfredat şerikleri mezburan Hasan Kethüda ve El-hac Mehmed yedlerinden cemʿ ve tahsil ve ahz ve kabz itmeleriyle sülüs-ı hisse-i mezkureden müvekkilem mezbure Ayşeye intikal ve isabet iden hisse-i ırsıyyesini makbuzları olmağla mezburan Hasan Kethüda ve
In addition to transportation technology, production technology and the mode of tax collection were important factors in the effective functioning of the system, because both the schedule and the mode of tax collection were functions of technology; this will be examined further in this section.
Ottoman revenues consisted of various taxes, duties, fees, and levies on production, trade, and the activities of daily life, and scholars have classified them in various ways. While some scholars have distinguished them as Islamic (şerʿi) taxes and sultanic (örfi) taxes, others have classified them according to their sources: tithes on agricultural and pastoral production, customs dues, and market taxes.47 Some scholars, such as Darling, have classified taxes according to the recipient of the income.48 Because my focus is on an analysis of the timariot's disposable income, it is logical to categorize taxes in three classes: the agricultural tithe (öşr), administrative taxes (niyabet rüsumu), and taxes of social status (raiyyet rüsumu). Exploring the collection schedule of these taxes will enable us to analyze better the cash flow of the timariot's income.
The öşr (lit., "one-tenth" in the original Arabic) tax (or tithe)-the rate of which varied depending on the productivity of land, irrigation conditions, type of agriculture, and the local traditions-usually constituted, according to Barkan, one-tenth of the agricultural produce.49 It was collected in kind at the end of the harvest season and could not be demanded earlier. The beginning of the harvest season was officially determined by the local kadıs; this was a widespread practice. For example, in a court record dated 29 May 1685, the local kadı set the official day of the harvest of barley (arpa) The relation between the peasant and the dirlik owner was founded mainly on trust expressed in oral agreements. On the other hand, the rights and obligations of the dirlik owner toward the state were written down and codified, thus limiting dirlik owners' flexibility in resolving disputes. Prolonged disputes with peasants affected directly the dirlik owners' obligations to the state. Registering the official harvest date in the court records was a way to reduce disputes over the collection of the öşr tax, but there were other reasons for such a registration. There were disputes regarding the legal owner of the taxes, in case the dirlik owner changed before the collection of taxes. In such cases, the official harvest time was the main determinant. The legal owner of the taxes was the one who held the grant at harvest time. A decree dated evahir-i Zilhicce 1061 (mid-December 1651),51 addressed to the kadıs of Ankara, Çukurcak, and other kadıs of the subprovince, relates a dispute regarding the collection of the öşr tax of lands in Haymana, the revenue of which was granted to Derviş Pasha. The agent (kethüda) of Derviş Pasha claims that the peasants had held payment of the öşr tax due because the revenue grant had been transferred to someone else. Apparently, the taxes had been allocated to another timariot after harvest. According to the court case, the owner of the right to collect taxes at the time of the harvest was the eventual recipient of them. It was ordered that the peasants were still obligated to pay the öşr tax to the agent of Derviş Pasha, who was the legal owner at the time of the harvest. owner was, in this case, a pasha, a high state official, similar disputes were common among timariots as well.
The niyabet rüsumu was an administrative tax, part of which was demanded as compensation for the services rendered to reaya, such as the narh akçesi (fees charged for determining the prices of the goods sold), the pasban akçesi (service charge for the night watch), and the muhtesib akçesi (the cost of examining the weights and measures of goods sold). The period of collection was determined by the law codes. The narh akçesi, for example, was collected twice a year, in spring and fall.52 Most of the niyabet rüsumu, however, consisted of fines (cerime). Both the amount and the time of its collection could not be determined early; in other words, the schedule of the cash flow of the niyabet rüsumu was unpredictable. Thus, Ottoman finance officials termed this tax bad-i hava or tayyarat, meaning "coming from the air."
The raiyyet rüsumu also called çift resmi, was a social-status tax, the amount of which depended on the marital status of the peasant and the amount of land he cultivated. It was collected in cash.53 Inalcık argues that "Ottoman agrarian organization was based on the peasant family's labor (hane) and the yoked pair of oxen (çift), which together determined the size and production capacity of the land."54 The Ottoman çift-hane, corresponding to the Roman iugum-caput and the Byzantine statis or zugokefalai, as a production unit, formed a fiscal unit, consisting of a peasant family farm with two oxen and a defined amount of land;55 hence, according to Inalcık, the çift-hane system was the fundamental element of Ottoman agricultural production and rural society. The agrarian-fiscal system was represented by the çift resmi (peasantfamily tax).56 Christians also paid the farm tax in cash, under the name ispence. Inalcık argues that the çift-resmi was usually collected after the harvest, and, according to most of the sixteenth-century law codes, the official date for its collection was set at 1 March.57 Although it was a tax that could be collected more easily, its share in the total amount of a timariot's tax income was small, for example, 22 akçe for a married peasant.58 Figure 2 summarizes the schedule for the collection of taxes classified as öşr, administrative tax, and social-status tax. The main source of income of a timariot on campaign was taxes collected in kind, and the schedule of their collection was an important determinant of his disposable income. The regular collection period of the taxes in kind was between August and October. It could, however, begin in June or even earlier, depending on the type of grain cultivated. If the tax in kind was collected by the end of October and transported to the warehouse of the timariot or the nearest market, it would still require additional time to convert it into cash. The share of the social-status tax in total income was, on the other hand, low compared to other taxes. The collection schedule of the administrative taxes could not be predicted or set in advance. Thus, it is clear that the bulk of the timariot's disposable income constituted of the öşr tax, and the nature and schedule of its collection were functions of the production technology. Technology in this system counted as a significant nonhuman network in addition to the previously cited human networks.
The Disposable Income Generation Process of an Ottoman Timariot
The military success of the Ottoman timar system, with the obligations of timariots to provide military troops in return for tax allocations, depended on accumulating enough cash for campaigns. Having previously identified the actor networks, Figure 3 analyzes the generation of the disposable income of a timar holder, helping us to understand the timariot's cash flow.
The first line of Figure 3 shows the schedule of the military campaigns during the classical period. The campaigns usually began in spring (nevruz) and ended in autumn. The timariots had to be back at their sources of revenue to collect their tax income, which required that campaigns ended by the end of August. Depending on specific conditions, the campaign might start earlier or last longer then expected.
As we have seen in the previous section, agrarian taxes constituted the main portion of the timariot's income. The second line in the figure shows the expected harvest period, ranging from June to October. Converting tax in kind to cash, however, demanded the sale of grain, usually on credit, which created further delays in producing disposable income of the timariot.
By comparing the campaigning schedule with that of tax collection, the third line demonstrates the cash flow of the timariot's income. At the beginning of the military campaign, the timariot's cash flow is positive, thanks to his accumulated income from the previous year's tax season. The cost of maintaining the timariot's family was another determinant of the cash accumulated from previous years. Although it is not within the scope of this article, the relations between the timariot and his family may be regarded as another actor network in the system. It seems clear, however, that the cash accumulated from the preceding year was insufficient to cover all his demands during the campaign. The cost of maintaining the cebelüs and their horses added to the financial burden. The widespread use of harçlıkçı services is evidence of the desperate need for cash during campaigns. This demand required the timariot to hire a harçlıkçı, who was expected to deliver either the already-collected tax or an advance on the expected tax revenue. The long process of converting tax in kind into cash and the length of time it takes for harçlıkçı to deliver cash to the battlefield both indicate additional problems in regulating cash flow during campaigns. During the return from campaigning, borrowing (karz tariki ile borç) from the state would be inevitable, as a last resort. The flaws within the networks during the collection period increased the support required to maintain cash flow. Cases of tax disputes, which constitute the majority of judicial court records, prove that timariots who were away from their income-generating sources during harvest periods needed additional financial support.
Conclusion
Several documents presented in this paper evidence the practice of making cash loans to Ottoman timariots during military campaigns from the early sixteenth to the late seventeenth century. The evidence proves that this was a regular practice, not an exception. Although it is clear that disbursements from the treasury were made as loans to timariots, it is not possible to precisely determine the extent of the state's success in their back payment from the sources available. Whether the loans were repaid or not, it is clear that it was not the salaried standing army only that demanded cash outlays from the Ottoman treasury; this refines our understanding of the place of the timar system in the Ottoman fiscal regime. This paper has shown that the Ottoman timar, viewed as a complex system of heterogeneous actor networks, was a vulnerable system which necessitated the making of loans to help satisfy the timariots' need for cash as a remedy.
A part of the vulnerability was caused by the difficulties faced in the process of the generation of the timariot's disposable income. Taxes on agrarian production, which constituted most of the timariot's revenue, were collected at harvest time. More importantly, they could be transformed into disposable form only by the end of the year which did not perfectly match the campaigning schedule. This mismatch between the timing of harvest and campaign however was not the only cause of the timariot's dependence on cash support. It was also independent of the problem of the adequacy of timar allocations. Even if the revenues allocated were sufficient, the timing of cash generation from tax revenues usually prevented the timariots from covering their expenditures during campaigns. There were also resistances within the human networks that needed to be resolved for the system to function efficiently. Any flaw in the relations of the timariot with his agent delegated to collect taxes in his absence, with the peasants, with the bakers in the market, and with his harçlıkçı, each representing a different human-actor network, was a threat to the system's success.
The Ottoman timar system seems to have overcome various resistances within actor networks, as reflected in its success during the classical period. Scholars have so far demonstrated several reasons for its success. The measures taken as a remedy to the vulnerability of the system, evidenced in this paper, consisted of the practice of hiring harçlıkçıs to regulate their cash flow and cash loans made to timariots during campaigns to facilitate financial problems of the timariots. The practice of making loans to timariots was apparently an indication of a long-term compromise and negotiation between the state and the timariots. When considering holding a dirlik as "a shackle on the feet" and "a blinding headache," the famous Ottoman poet Hayali was perhaps implicitly reflecting some of the strains in several heterogeneous networks in the timar system. 
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